This publication summarizes research that investigated how school-based management (SBM) can be implemented for long-term school improvement. It is argued that a successful SBM plan must be part of a quest for improvement and utilize a "high involvement" model. In addition to having more power, schools need knowledge of the organization, information about student performance, and rewards. Findings are based on a study of 27 schools in 3 United States school districts, 1 Canadian district, and 1 Australian state that had been operating under the SBM umbrella for approximately 4 years. Interviews were conducted with almost 200 individuals--school board members, district office administrators, principals, teachers, parents, and students. Slightly more than one-half of the schools were characterized as successful, or "actively restructuring," and the rest had experienced little change. The two categories of schools differed on each of the four dimensions of power, knowledge, information, and rewards. Actively restructuring schools: (1) engaged in a broad set of reform activities; (2) developed schoolwide consensus on goals; (3) involved all teachers in decision making; (4) actively worked to include parents; (5) used state and district curriculum frameworks to focus reform efforts; (6) redesigned school schedules to increase teacher interaction; (7) had principals who acted as facilitators; (8) invested heavily in professional development; (9) received district support; and (10) acknowledged the efforts of school staff. Barriers took the form of autocratic principals, staff factionalism, and staff apathy. In conclusion, implementation of SBM involved time and pervasive change, which affected almost all aspects of the organization. Finally, a school culture that fosters trust and participation is critical to the implementation process. (LMI) AN& ID -MO N CN M° I I I II CZ1 a
Whether under the banner of community participation, decentralization or teacher empowerment, schoolbased management has been on the educational reform agenda for decades. Now it is gaining support as a means to improve school performance. But the specific process by which SBM is supposed to lead to performance improvement has received little attention and efforts to achieve that goal have been hit-andmiss.
So far, there is scant evidence that schools get better just because decisions are made by those closer to the classroom. That deceptively simple change in how schools are managed and governed, as attractive as it is to many teachers, principals and parents, turns out to be rather meaningless unless it is part of a focused, even passionate, quest for improvement. School-based decision-making is one aspect of systemic school reforman approach to improving schools that also includes changing instruction, curriculum, the institutional web that surrounds schools to achieve an integrated focus on the outcomes of education.
In fact, the absence of a clearly defined set of instructional goals tends to slow the progress of even the governance changes SBM is supposed to deliver.
The changes tend to occur on paper only, without engaging the support or enthusiasm of those who must carry them out. This also has been seen in the private sector, which has increasingly adopted the tenets of decentralized decision-making to invigorate production or improve service delivery. When decentralized management was thought of solely as a way to help employees feel better about their jobs, it gained little support from managers or workers. But when employees and managers were asked to rethink their relationships and their involvement to achieve certain business-related goals, such as improving quality or raising productivity, organizational change was far more likely.
The bottom line is that school-based management is not an end in itself, although research indicates that it can help foster an improved school culture and higherquality decisions. School-based management is, however, a potentially valuable tool for engaging the talents and enthusiasm of far more of a school's stakeholders than traditional, top-down governance sytems.
Moreover, once in place, SBM holds the promise of enabling schools to better address students' needs. This promise is more likely, however, if a "highinvolvement" model of SBM is followed. This model envisions teachers and principals being trained and empowered to make decisions related to management and performance; having access to information to inform such decisions; and being rewarded for their accomplishments. In Australia, subcommittees had control over a small budget, which helped facilitate the implementation of reform efforts. The subcommittees, set up to address such topics as curriculum, assessment and professional development, also helped focus participants' energy on specific tasks rather than on abstractions such as "culture" or "empowerment."
The net effect was that in actively restructuring schools there was lots of communication and reflective dialogue around specific projects.
The struggling schools got bogged down in establishing power relationships. They tended to concentrate power in one faculty group, leading to an atmosphere of "us" and "them." One struggling school spent almost a year developing a policy manual that specified who had power and under what conditions. Other research also has found that at Characteristics of Actively Restructuring Schools 1. Schools saw themselves as engaged in a broad set of reform activities, not simply implementing SBM as an end in itself.
2. Schools had clearly written vision statements that often were developed collectively by school staff under the guidance of the principal. Thus, there was schoolwide consensus about where the school was going and the principal assisted in helping it get there.
3. Schools created multiple, teacher-led decision-making teams that cut across the school both horizontally and vertically to involve all teachers in the decision-making process. The teams also fostered high levels of information sharing and interaction around issues related to school performance.
4. Schools learned new ways to involve parents in the school community, and worked actively' to be responsive to parents' concerns and to keep them informed.
5. Schools used state and district curriculum frameworks to focus reform efforts and to target changes in curriculum and instruction. The instructional guidance mechanisms also helped to set the work agendas of the various decision-making teams.
6. Schools redesigned their schedules to encourage teacher interaction during the regular school day. Thus, teachers at the same grade level, in the same subject area or on the same decision-making team used common planning periods, for instance, to work together on specific tasks. 7. Principals were more facilitators and managers of change than instructional leaders. Teachers often took the lead in the areas of curriculum and instruction.
8. Schools made heavy investments in professional development to expand both the organizational and individual capacity of the school. Such activities focused on the development of team process skills, a. well as instructional staff development.
9. Schools were assisted in their restructuring efforts by district offices that encouraged risk-taking, and that offered technical assistance and support in response to school requests.
10. Principals took care to recognize the efforts of school staff through thank-you notes, and public acknowledgments in newsletters or at faculty meetings. schools dominated by adversarial politics, council discussions more often were related to power conflicts rather than to instructional issues. Principals in struggling schools were at odds with their staff and were accused of failing to support them or, in the extreme, of vetoing or ignoring site council decisions. Teachers at those schools often were not willing to accept guidance and leadership from the principal or else they feared too much interference from the parent participants. Furthermore, principals in these schools often loaded up the council with trivial issues.
Knowledge
Districts considering a move to SBM should be aware that the Our research also pointed out the need to train other SBM participants at the school site, such as parents, administrators and students, who serve on the various decision-making teams. Further, we found a critical need to retrain central office administrators who a:e more accustomed to being enforcers, regulators and overseers than to responding to requests from schools for technical assistance. Those working in "actively restructuring" schools were intensely interested in professional development, which was viewed as an ongoing formal process for teachers as well as the principal. The goal was to develop a schoolwide capacity for organizational and individual improvement. Development activities were designed to promote a sense of professional community and a shared knowledge base among the fact.1ty. Topics for professional development at these schools usually were decided on by the faculty and principal, so the topics were tailored to the school's particular needs. In addition, the actively restructuring schools sought out a variety of resources in the community, including private companies and universities, to provide for their training and development needs and did not rely solely on the district office.
Professional development at the struggling schools tended to be, by and large, an individual activity rather than a means of creating a schoolwide capacity for improvement. Fewer staff participated in development activities and they tended to be offered only sporadically. The format usually was of the "go, sit and get" variety and the subject matter of development activities often was controlled by the central administration. Moreover, the topics at these schools were more likely to be narrowly focused and even outof-touch with the day-to-day issues faced by teachers.
Information
Effective management requires useful information about the progress an organization is making toward meeting its goals, and about how customers are perceiving its services. All of the schools we studied had mechanisms such as newsletters or parent-teacher conferences for communicating with parents about school performance. In addition, some school districts made available information schools could use to compare themselves to others. Information was also shared in principal-to-principal meetings, district conferences and computer networks, although these seemed to he used less frequently.
The actively restructuring schools used decision-making teams that cut across the organization both vertically and horizontally for communicating and sharing different kinds of information with various stakeholders. Consequently, the schools that dispersed power throughout the organization also tended to be the ones with the most informed school-site participants.
In Victoria, the state developed an on -line interactive computer system that included revenue, expenditure and budget information; data on student achievement; electronic invoicing and purchasing; and a student schedule. This computer network was by far the most advanced among the districts we studied, although several other districts, including Edmonton and Jefferson County, have linked school sites electronically with the district office.
Restructuring schools also had a strong customer service or ientation. In Edmonton, for example, the district has for more than a decade conducted yearly satisfaction surveys of students and staff.
In alternate years, the district also surveys parents and the general public to assess their satisfaction with the public schools. Survey results are released each fall and campuses typically use the information to target improvements.
Struggling schools, in contrast, tended to have fewer formal mechanisms for sharing information, and the flow of information was often top-down, as in traditional schools. As a result, the teacher grapevine was usually the primary means of communication and unfortunately, the information on the grapevine was often incomplete and tended to breed suspicion.
Across all SBM districts that we studied, the districts had little capacity for gathering information in a form useful to individual schools. Traditionally, corporations and schools have gathered aggregate information most useful for making decisions in a central office.
Schools engaged in SBM need distributed information to make good decisions. SBM districts generally were able. albeit often not in a timely manner, to collect and circulate financial information to support decisions related to budgets and resource tradeoffs.
They were less able to collect information about the performance of the school organization, such as tracking staff development activities and assessing the progress of innovations.
Rewards
Rewarding effort is as problematic in SBM schools as in others.
Many schools recognized efforts with thank-you notes, mentions in school newsletters and other acknowledgments. But several principals said they preferred to de-emphasize the idea of winners and losers in order to create a sense of community achievement. Some schools scheduled year-end functions. with free dinners, The Change Process in SBM Schools 0 Decentralizing authority or power to schools will not automatically lead to the effective utilization of that power. Authority must be accompanied by a principal who facilitates participation, a school faculty with few divisive factions, and a general desire of stakeholders to be involved with reform.
O Schools take time to learn how to function with SBM. In the b. ginning, decision-making may focus on issues that are more trivial in nature, such as access to the copying machine, before moving to more complex issues, such as curriculum and instructional practices. Few financial rewards were used in SBM schools and when they were, rewards like the other types of acknowledgments were usually given to groups and often schoolwide. Some schools gave teachers who wrote grants a reduced course load or stipends for attending staff development activities on weekends or during the summer.
In Edmonton and Prince William
County, schools were rewarded for being frugal; cost savings were carried over from or , year to the next and placed in a discretionary pot to be used as the school wanted. In Kentuc4, the state has responsibility for meting out sanctions and rewards to local schools and we saw evidence that these were providing an impetus for change in many schools and on teachers' minds as they went about improving classroom practice.
Across all SBM schools we studied, most teachers said they still relied on intrinsic satisfactions for motivation. But at actively restructuring schools that intrinsic, or psychic, satisfaction seemed more readily available than at others.
The lack of reward structures could be an impediment to the success of SBM. Participants at some point may not be able to maintain the same high level effort without being rewarded for that effort. Teacher burnout that some schools have experienced with SBM may be evidence of this.
In the private sector, rewards can be allocated directly, for achieving certain skills or meeting organizational performance targets. In education, however, rewards so far are, at best, indirect and un-focused. Years of teaching experience and degrees are rewarded rather than progress made toward SBM goals or improvements in student achievement.
Implementing School-Based Management
The transition to school-based management is a large-scale change. It is intended to fundamentally change the capacity of the school by increasing the involvement of school-level stakeholders in managing the school and improving its performance.
When successful, the transition is both pervasive and deep. It is pervasive because it requires change in almost all aspects of the organization: structures, roles, systems, instructional practices, human resource practices, and the skills and knowledge of participants. It entails change in schools and in the district offices.
Implementing such change is not a straightforward adoption process. Rather, it is a gradual iterative process of introducing and refining changes until all aspects of the organization support this new way of functioning.
Our successful schools had been at it for several years, and were learning and gradually putting in place the elements of effective school-based management and educational improvement. Likewise, the districts we studied were The introduction of instructional change was not an automatic consequence of establishing schoolbased management. Successful schools laid the foundation for 8 change. They jointly determined their values: their vision of success and the outcomes they were after. Several schools in Jefferson County held an annual Fall retreat offsite to begin the year with a review of programs and planning to achieve its vision.
Successful schools also took time to educate themselves regarding different approaches to achieving valued outcomes, through "isiting and exposing themselves to different organizations, and considering learnings from both school and private sector organizations. Three types of barriers to effective decision-making were observed: (1) principals who were autocratic or who failed to utilize input;
(2) staff factionalism, including competition between departments or divisiveness between those in favor of reform and those opposed; and (3) staff apathy and unwillingness to get involved. time. This freed up time each
week for the classroom Lachers to meet together to plan activities.
It is clear that school improvement is a process. It is also clear that process takes time, and is not easily predictable. School decisions have to improve and new practices have to be put in place and behaviors altered before students begin learning more. Implementing effective schoolbased management involves establishing effective decision-making forums and designing the organization to make it possible and likely for these to generate and implement new and more effective approaches to teaching and learning. It involves new information systems, increased skills and knowledge development, and aligning rewards and motivation with the new performances that are required.
This complex change process needs to be monitored and as-. sessed, so that the organization can discover where its implementation has fallen short, and its approaches need to be modified.
In each of the districts we studied school, community, district and association leaders were on the learning curve, gradually discovering what is required for SBM to work effectively and to contribute to improvement in teaching and learning. Among schools, there were huge discrepancies in the extent to which the school level participants were learning to be more effective.
Actively restructuring schools were actively learning how to become more effective in achieving their focused educational goals. 
